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The University of Hong Kong 
1 Assessment of Library Performance 
– Biennial user survey (Insync) 
• Library services 
• Library facilities 
• etc 
2 Assessment of Library Staff 
– Performance Review and Staff Development 
(PRSD) 
1 Assessment of Library Performance: 
Biennial User Survey 
• Australia, New Zealand, Singapore, HK, North 
America 
• ServQual 
• Importance vs Performance 
• Likert Scale (1-7) 
• Gap analysis (28 questions) 
• Freeform comments 
• Benchmarking tool 
• Performance improvement tracking 
Biennial User Survey 
• Communication 
• Service Delivery 
• Facilities & Equipment 
• Library Staff 
• Information Resources 






Performance tracking and 
benchmarking 
2 Assessment of Library Staff 
• Performance Review and Staff Development 
(PRSD) (Annual) 
• Self Appraisal 
– Major Responsibilities (rated) 
– Achievements 
– Institutional contributions 
– Professional contributions 
– Community services 
– Targets 
– New targets 
– Competencies/skills development 

Staff Performance Outcomes 
• Better communication/relations 
• Performance improvement 
• Skills/competencies development 
• Reward steps 
• Bonuses (?) 
• Substantiation (tenure) vs Contract 
• Position redefined/upgraded 
 
Assessment at Otago 
 
Howard Amos 
The University of Otago 
1. Assessment of Library Performance 
• What we used to do 
• What we are doing now 
• What we plan to do next 
 
2. Assessment of staff performance 
• Performance and Development Review (PDR) 
1. Assessment of Library Performance 
What we did do 
• Piecemeal, outdated and isolated 
• Reactive 
• Lacked cohesion 
  
• What we could count not measuring or assessing 
• Collection centric 
• Rich data source 
 
• Benchmarking 1999 
• Resource intensive 
• Limited operational focus 
• Lacked continuity and support 
1. Assessment of Library Performance 
• Libqual™ in 2007 
• Badly planned 
• Under resourced 
• In competition with university activity  
• Limited opportunities to use the data 
• Limited focus 
• Low response rate 
 
• Ithaka S+R™ in 2010 
 
• Study  of information seeking behaviors post 
earthquake 
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Ithaka S+R™/Otago Survey  
• Context 
• Lack of data in NZ 
• Value of repurposed/international survey 
• University buy-in 
• Methodology 
• Online/mixed methods 
• PBRF eligible staff 
• Valid response 
Ithaka S+R™/Otago Survey  
• Key findings around Library as 
• Purchaser and repository 
• Place 
• Information resources and cost 
• Library support  
• PBRF support 
• Sharing research via online repositories 
 
• Preliminary data use: Library 
•  policy, University decision-making, PBRF support 
Otago Christchurch Medical Library User 
Survey 
• Context 
• Cataclysmic events 
• Survey challenge 
• University buy-in 
• Methodology 
• Survey population complexity 
• Online/mixed methods 
• Valid response 
Otago Christchurch Medical Library User 
Survey 
 
Preliminary findings around 
• Library as place 
• Library print resources 
• E-Resources 
• Library services 
 
1. Assessment of Library Performance 
Both reports are in OUR Archive  
 
• Ithaka: 
http://otago.ourarchive.ac.nz/handle/10523/1907 
 
• CML: 
http://otago.ourarchive.ac.nz/handle/10523/4386 
23 
1. Assessment of Library Performance 
What are we doing now  
• Allocation of resources 
• PP&E Librarian 
• Business Analyst 
 
• Embedding assessment  
• University framework  
• Programme of reviews 
• Opportunity with Alma 
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1. Assessment of Library Performance 
 
Internal reviews planned 
• Serials Workflows 
• Document delivery 
• Print and Electronic amalgamation 
 
• Effectiveness of service delivery model 
 
• Information seeking behaviors of our users 
1. Assessment of Library Performance 
 
• International benchmarking 
• Tools and measures for first year support 
• Wider student engagement 
 
• Shared assessment tool 
 
• Measuring library CMM 
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Capability maturity model 
Frankie Wilson, J. Stephen Town, (2006) "Benchmarking and library quality maturity",  
Performance Measurements and Metrics, Vol. 7 Iss: 2 
Wilson, F. (2012, October). The quality maturity model: Your roadmap to a culture of 
quality. Paper presented at the Library Assessment Conference, Charlottesville, VA 
1. Assessment of Library Performance 
What we are planning to do 
• Operational plan theme for next year – “know our 
users” 
• Library learning analytics (exploring what is possible) 
• Review internal and external communication 
• Build staff capacity 
2. Assessment of Library staff 
Performance and Development Review 
• Annual process with quarterly progress meetings 
 
Performance measures linked to operational planning 
activities and project outputs 
 
Identify capability and skills requirements 
 
Linked to staff development budget 
Library Assessment at WUSTL 
Service Quality Survey-2013 
what we learned 
Responding to the changing needs of 
our users after the 2010 Survey 
 
– Longer hours 
– More seating in Olin 
– More electrical 
outlets 
– Better lighting in 
Whispers 
– Better WiFi  coverage 
– Fewer missing books 
…and much more 
 
How we 
analyzed 
the data 
  
•  1-5 Scale for Satisfaction        
and Importance 
 
• Gap Analysis: comparing 
Satisfaction to Importance 
 
• Qualitative data 
 
 
 
Overall 
Satisfaction:  
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Customer Service Ratings  
Continue Strong at all Library Locations 
– Competence/ Knowledge of staff   
– Courteous 
– Speed of Service  
– Quality of Service 
 
Finding Books on
Shelves
Catalog Homepage Circulation ILL
2010 -0.85 -0.66 -0.64 -0.3 -0.25
2013 -0.35 -0.36 -0.32 -0.14 -0.01
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Services that  
Showed  
Improvement  
(Closing the Gap) 
Overall Satisfaction with Collections 
Very unsatisfied Unsatisfied Neutral Satisfied Very satisfied
Faculty member 6.23% 8.10% 15.26% 47.98% 22.43%
Graduate student 5.11% 3.86% 16.27% 55.27% 19.50%
Undergraduate student 2.79% 1.58% 21.58% 50.42% 23.64%
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Rankings by  
Importance of Service 
 
Faculty (1-5)   Graduate  Students (1-5)   
Undergraduate 
Students 
(1-5) 
E-journals 4.71   E-journals 4.70   Scanning and printing 4.75 
Databases 4.64   Databases 4.68   Databases 4.51 
Off-campus access 4.61   Off-campus access 4.59   Ease of login to library 
computers 
4.46 
Library catalog 4.61   Finding books on 
shelves 
4.36   E-journals 4.35 
Print collections 4.59   Circulation services 4.36   Availability of 
computers 
4.31 
Interlibrary loan 4.52   Library catalog 4.31   Circulation services 4.29 
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Library Service Quality Survey User Priorities  
(after Collections)   
Undergrad student %
Grad student %
Faculty %
Hot Spots 
 
 
 
Service Group Gap 
Ease of login Undergraduates  -1.03 
Print collections Faculty -.92 
Availability of 
computers in the 
library 
Undergraduates -.88 
 
 
Scanning and 
printing 
Undergraduates 
Graduate students 
-.82 
-.77 
Comments Themes: Staff 
Comment Themes: Collections 
More electronic resources…        and we still 
need books 
Print collection is still needed 
Comment Themes: Services 
       
           Shared Printing 
       is not always easy 
 
 
 
 
 
 
      
           Logging on can be slow 
 
Comment Themes: Space  
Sometimes it’s hard to find a place to sit… 
Stay open longer in the summer,  
and weekends, too! 
For more information… 
Assessment Team LibGuide: 
http://libguides.wustl.edu/assessment 
• Service Quality Survey Final Report 
• Updates on ‘What you told us/What we’re doing’ 
• Overview of Library Assessment Program 
 
Other Library Assessment 
Traditional 
• Number of volumes 
held 
• Number of current 
serial titles 
• Budget 
• Reference enquiries 
• Presentations 
• Gate counts 
Desirable 
• Impact on student 
enrollment, retention 
and success 
• Impact on student 
learning 
• Contribute to faculty 
productivity 
• Impact on faculty grant 
applications 
• Impact on teaching 
Exercise 
• Thinking about the “desirable” assessment 
areas: 
– How might the library measure these? 
– Are there other areas we should assess? 
Thank You 
Peter, Howard and Jeff 
